




Page 1 of 4 - Agenda Item 4 
 

These minutes are not official until approved by the City of Evansville Plan Commission. 
 

City of Evansville Plan Commission 
Regular Meeting  

April 6, 2020, 6:00 p.m. 
Meeting held virtually due to COVID-19 Guidelines 

 
MINUTES 

 
1. Call to Order at 6:19 pm. Sergeant noted that some members of the public have called in on a 

separate virtual meeting link, and have been connected to the same audio as the primary meeting.  

2. Roll Call: 

 
3. Motion to approve the agenda, by Cole, seconded by Stuart. Approved unanimously.  

 
4. Motion to waive the reading of the minutes from the April 6, 2020 Meeting and approve them as 

printed by Cole, seconded by Stuart.  Approved unanimously.  
 
5. Civility Reminder.  Hurtley noted the City’s commitment to civil discourse.   
 
6. Citizen appearances other than agenda items listed.  None 
 
7. New Business 

A. Public Hearing and Review of Comprehensive Plan Amendment Application CP-2020-01 to 
change the future land use designation to Mixed Use on parcel 6-27-683 located at 339 E 
franklin Street. 

i. Review Staff Report and Applicant Comments. Sergeant informed that this type of 
application is rare and is a request to change the Future Land Use Map in the 
Comprehensive Plan.  He explained there are two primary mechanisms in the Municipal 
Code that can regulate primary land use on a parcel.  One being zoning, the other being 
the Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Map.  This request is to change the future 
land use designation, not the zoning, of the subject parcel at 339 E Franklin.  The Future 
Land Use Map and Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2015 with multiple sources of 
public input.  The subject parcel is currently zoned Agriculture and contains a dwelling 
unit. The future land use request is to change the property from Historic Neighborhood 
to Mixed Use.  Mixed Use would allow R-3, B-1, or B-2 zoning. Industrial zoning 

Members Present/Absent  Others Present 
Mayor Bill Hurtley  P  Community Development Director Jason Sergeant 
Alderperson Rick Cole P  Mike Siwek, 321 Franklin 
Alderperson Erika Stuart P  Christina and Scott Rippl, 315 Franklin 
Bill Hammann P  Trudy Helley, 299 Franklin 
John Gishnock P  Sarah Bauer 
Mike Scarmon P  Britany Walters, 324 Franklin 
Susan Becker  P  Laura Gorces, 275 Franklin 
   Bev Krueger, 339 E Main 
   Tammy Pomplin, 440 S First 
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would not be permitted. The original request from the applicant included a request to 
change the future land use to industrial. This was discussed by the commission and it 
was suggested the applicant modify the application to mixed use. The applicant 
subsequently revised the application to remove industrial and add the mixed use request.   
 

ii. Public Hearing. Sergeant noted a petition was submitted by neighbors and is included 
in the packet. Hurtley noted the limit of 3 minutes on the public hearing and suggested 
repetitive comments be avoided. Hurtley opened the hearing at 6:27pm and asked that 
all be sure to mute and unmute audio as they speak. Mike Siwek of 321 Franklin spoke 
noting he has been burned before by the culvert plant and is scared the rezone to 
industrial will devalue his parcel.  Hurtley asked sergeant if light industrial was 
requested for the lot.  Sergeant stated that light industrial zoning is not being requested 
and cannot be approved under mixed use.  Christina Rippl of 315 Franklin expressed 
concern that a business at the dead end would result in increased traffic, noting a steep 
drive and steep drop at rear of lot. Drainage would be difficult for a large warehouse.  
Traffic has increased already with night owl.  She noted the current owner is moving and 
trying to sell the subject parcel.  Rippl asked where a sidewalk would go.  Sergeant 
explained that a sidewalk is not being requested or required, just a 15’ easement on the 
south edge of the lot to increase possible options for future pedestrian connections to 
Post Office on Water Street. Siwek added the easement would connect to the lot next to 
him. Sergeant clarified that a pedestrian connection may never happen, but it is in the 
best interest of citizens to always look out for possible pedestrian connections to public 
facilities.  Rippl added that wildlife would be affected by development and the building 
should not be torn down and should be restored.  Sergeant stated that a request has not 
been made to the city to redevelop the parcel.  Hurtley added that wildlife is often 
affected by development and that future development would need to come through Plan 
Commission for review.  Rippl said her primary concern is traffic and stated a last 
request would be to add a contingency to have access be only from East Main Street.  
Sergeant indicated this is possible, but an easement does not currently exist.  The city 
could add a condition to the approval or the property owner could add an easement to 
require this. Trudy Helley of 299 Franklin agreed with Rippl and added the street is way 
too narrow and traffic is awful, the garbage truck has to back down the street.  The 
recent street reconstruction project removed curb in front of her house and added a 
walkway taking away her ability to park in front of her house.  With the Night Owl at 
one end of the street, adding a new business at the other end seems absurd.  She said 
people who don’t live in the neighborhood drive through like it’s a race track and the 
property is not set up for the request. Britany Walters of 324 Franklin commented she 
also got screwed over with the sidewalk situation, as part of the street reconstruction 
project, and has children on the road. Walters agrees with everyone and doesn’t think 
this should be put in. Rippl added that Night Owl parking sometimes goes all the way to 
her house. Siwek added he asked for a long time for a dead end sign and more signage 
needs to be added and more traffic would be problematic. Sarah Bauer shared that the 
City should make their City owned lot at 155 E Main into a parking lot to help with 
Night Owl parking and there needs to be a public parking area on the south side of Main 
Street.  She also noted a driveway goes from the house to East Main Street, as she passes 
it every day. Laura Gorces of 215 Franklin stated she moved to the City because she 
assumed it would be better for their child in a wheel chair.  Safety concerns exist with 
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people driving way to fast.  Gorces stated she had not reviewed the proposal and is not 
sure who will benefit. Gorces then asked who the project would benefit, assuming it 
would be the City. Bev Kruerger of 339 E Main Street joined the call and stated that the 
first announcement of the project described it as being industrial, but she changed the 
request to be mixed use based on Plan Commission feedback and anticipates a user who 
doesn’t have any traffic and would be something like a small woodshop.  The current 
tenant will be leaving and is an unsafe driver.  Krueger noted she lived in Evansville for 
30 years and paid a lot of taxes and sees this as benefiting the City and property owner. 
She has been active in the city and would like to see this proposal approved, noting 
neighbors fought to have a sidewalk added along the road and all the neighbors know 
each other. Tammy Pomplin of 440 S First Street commented that people don’t bring up 
future land use plans to the city unless they plan to change zoning in the future.  She 
feels the historic home should be preserved and the application should be declined. 
Siwek added he better not say anything about Krueger and thanked everyone. Hurtley 
closed the public hearing.    

iii. Plan Commissioner Questions and Comments. Stuart asked if anyone can explain 
why the Plan Commission would do this. Hurtley said an application was submitted and 
needs to be reviewed.  Sergeant added that a property owner has the right to request any 
change to a property.  City staff then talks with the applicant and may suggest the 
applicant change direction if it the proposal is not in line with city goals and standards.  
Regarding this application, city staff discussed in advance with the plan commission to 
guide the applicant the initial industrial request to the current mixed used request.  Land 
uses nearby are a mix of residential and industrial, so a request to buffer the two uses 
with a mixed use is typically seen as a reasonable request per city standards.  Scarmon 
asked if the decision tonight can add conditions to any approval.  Sergeant stated the 
Plan Commission is making a recommendation to council but can add conditions to the 
ordinance.  However, some conditions can be hard to add though to a future land use 
request, the future rezoning request would be an easier place to add conditions that can 
be monitored for compliance. Gishnock asked what kind of condition could be added to 
address traffic issues.  Sergeant thought a condition could be added requiring access 
only from East Main Street.  Gishnock asked if retail is acceptable for the lot.  Sergeant 
said yes under B-1 or B-2, not under current zoning; B-1 is similar to Maple Grove 
dental.  B-1 regulated the appearance of the building. Rippl asked if she could add 
something, Hurtley allowed.  Rippl said the lot on paper should also look at the 
elevation changes. Hurtley noted Church Street and Franklin Street are the same width 
and there is one streetlight on the end.  Gishnock noted the recently improved and added 
sidewalks made the street safer for pedestrians but complicated some parking and 
access. Becker said Franklin Street has always needed attention, and not trucks 
delivering materials. Adding the petition has over a hundred people showing support to 
not allow the request. Sergeant read the petition aloud and noted the petition has the 
incorrect address of E Main and not Franklin Street.  He also clarified the request is not 
to change zoning. Scarmon added that the same concerns will come up with a rezone is 
requested, so he doesn’t see any of these being solved. Sergeant agreed with the 
observation. Scarmon asked if language could be included to allow access only from E 
Main.  Sergeant said that Section three of the ordinance would need to be revised 
requesting access. However, the condition could be problematic if a future rezone 
request is made or the lots have different owners. Scarmon would like to see a condition 
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added. Gishnock added that the property could stay residential and be divided up into 
new lots, if that doesn’t work, it could then be changed to mixed use. He asked if the 
application can be revisited if needed.  Sergeant said yes, the applicant could re-apply.  
He clarified the property is currently zoned Agriculture and would need to be re-zoned 
for anything to be redeveloped. Cole commented on future land use designations don’t 
allow Agriculture at this time. Sergeant clarified if the commission wants to see the 
property first marketed as residential, the application would need to be tabled or denied 
by the commission.  Scarmon asked if the property owner could sell the lot as residential 
without a future land use changed. Sergeant said yes they could, but the zoning of 
Agriculture might need to be changed to Residential. Hammann commented this is good 
buffer land use between industrial and residential.  He feels the concerns about traffic, 
and water would all be addressed when a future applicant comes forward with a 
proposal.  A possible outcome might be a home and business on one lot. Sergeant added 
the shared ownership of a parcel next to the subject parcel complicates the matter, 
because a different property owner could buy the adjacent parcel and reduce access 
options. Hurtley asked if Krueger was still on the meeting. She did not respond. Hurtley 
asked if there was a motion. 

iv. Motion to Approve Ordinance 2020-07 by Hamman, seconded by Cole. Motion failed 
with Hurtley, Cole, Hammann voting Yes; and Stuart, Gishnock, Scarmon, and Becker 
voting No. Motion failed with 4 No and 3 Yes.  Sergeant asked if another motion will be 
made.  Hurtley said no other motion is on the table. Sergeant asked if any feedback can 
be shared with applicant, but the application may still go to Common Council, he will 
have to review the steps.  

8. Old Business 
A. Possible Discussion of Chapter 130 Ordinance Revisions April 20th Meeting. Sergeant noted 

revisions are still being drafted. Limiting garage widths and setbacks are being researched with 
recommendations coming to commission. Gishnock is glad to see this moving forward. 

 
8. Next Meeting Date of  Tuesday, June 2, 2020 at 6:00pm 

 
9. Community Development Director Updates. Sergeant shared on-site and in person meetings are 

not occurring for the department.  
 
10. Motion to Adjourn by Gishnock, seconded by Becker. Approved Unanimously.  
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1. Consistency of the use with the comprehensive plan.  The proposed use in 

general and in this specific location is consistent with the city’s comprehensive 
plan of November 2015.   

Staff Comment: The Comprehensive plan indicates a desire to promote 
good stewardship of the Historic Districts. 

2. Consistency with the City’s zoning code, or any other plan, program, or 
ordinance. The proposed use in general and in this specific location is consistent 
with City’s zoning code, or any other plan, program, or ordinance, whether 
adopted or under consideration pursuant to official notice of the city.   

Staff comment: The proposed construction is consistent with the City’s 
zoning code and other plans, programs, and ordinances. 

3. Effect on nearby property.  The use will not result in a substantial or undue adverse 
impact on nearby property, the character of the neighborhood, environmental 
factors, traffic factors, parking, public improvements, public property or rights-of-
way, or other matters affecting the public health, safety, or general welfare, 
either as they now exist or as they may in the future be developed as a result of 
the implementation of the City’s zoning code, the comprehensive plan, or any 
other plan, program, map, or ordinance adopted or under consideration 
pursuant to official notice by the city.  

Staff Comment: No adverse effect is anticipated on nearby property.   
4. Appropriateness of use.  The use maintains the desired consistency of land uses, 

land use intensities, and land use impacts as related to the environs of the subject 
property.   

Staff Comment: An attached garage to a residential one family home is an 
appropriate use in the R1 district. 

5. Utilities and public services. The use will be adequately served by, and will not 
impose an undue burden on, any of the improvements, facilities, utilities, or 
services provided by the City or any other public agency serving the subject 
property.   

Staff Comment: the property is connected to public utilities. 
 

Additional Findings:  Section 130-1123(b) of the Municipal Code requires the Plan 
Commission to determine whether the proposal meets general design criteria.  
Specifically, the section reads, “In general, the following items shall be considered in 
making decisions about conditional use requests within this district.”  Staff comments are 
found below regarding the design criteria to be reviewed: 

(1)   Height.  All new structures should be constructed to a height visually 
compatible with the buildings and environment with which they are visually 
related.  Staff Comment: The height of the addition is visually compatible to 
adjacent buildings. 

(2)   Scale.  The gross volume of any new structure should be visually compatible 
with the buildings and environment with which it is visually related.  Staff 
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Comment: Overall addition volume matches that of buildings in the vicinity.  
Slightly larger total volume would also be acceptable. 

(3)   Proportion of front facades.  In the street elevation of a building, the proportion 
between the width and height in the facade should be visually compatible 
with the buildings and environment with which it is visually related.  Staff 
Comment: the front façade is proportional to itself and neighboring buildings 

(4)   Proportion of openings.  The proportions and relationships between doors and 
windows in the street facades should be visually compatible with the buildings 
and environment with which they are visually related.  Staff Comment: Window 
and door openings on front façade are compatible with neighboring buildings. 

(5)   Rhythm of solids to voids.  The rhythm of solids to voids created by openings in 
the facade should be visually compatible with the buildings and environment 
with which it is visually related.  Staff Comment: solids and voids of the 
proposed addition is well balanced. 

(6)   Rhythm of spacing.  The existing rhythm created by existing building masses 
and spaces between them should be preserved.  Staff Comment: Addition is 
properly spaced from neighboring structures. 

(7)   Relationship of materials.  The materials used in the final facades should be 
visually compatible with the buildings and environment with which they are 
visually related.  Staff Comment: Neighboring buildings use a variety of 
materials including wood and aluminum. The proposed building will use vinyl 
siding. The previous garage was also covered with vinyl siding until the fire.  
Per code, the structure can be rebuilt with the same type of siding within 18 
months. (Typically Historic Review would require a cement based siding or 
something similar.) While not similar in type, it will be similar in visual qualities.  

(8)   Relationship of textures.  The texture inherent in the facade should be visually 
compatible with the buildings and environment with which it is visually 
related.  Staff Comment: Neighboring buildings consist of horizontal siding 
elements and asphalt roofing. The proposed addition will have these same 
elements. 

(9)   Relationship of roofs.  The design of the roof should be visually compatible with 
the buildings and environment with which it is visually related.  Staff Comment: 
Neighboring buildings consist of gabled style shingled roofs. The proposed 
addition will have these same elements. 

(10)  Landscaping.  The landscape plan should be sensitive to the individual 
building, its occupants and their needs. Further, the landscape treatment 
should be visually compatible with the buildings and environment with which 
it is visually related.  Staff Comment: No landscaping is shown on site plans. The 
neighboring buildings along the alley also have no landscaping. 
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(11)  Directional expression of front elevation.  All street facades should blend with 

other buildings via directional expression. When adjacent buildings have a 
dominant horizontal or vertical expression, this expression should be carried 
over and reflected.  Staff Comment: Proposed addition maintains a horizontal 
direct expression, similar to the primary residence.  

(12)  Relationship of architectural details.  Architectural details should be 
incorporated as necessary to relate the new with the old and to preserve and 
enhance the inherent characteristics of the area.  Staff comment: 
Architectural details on the proposed building are minimal. Historic 
preservation discussed and approved the building with minimal details, similar 
to other alley buildings.   

 
Required Plan Commission conclusion:  Section 130-104(3)(f) of the Municipal Code 
requires the Plan Commission to determine whether the potential public benefits of the 
conditional use do or do not outweigh any and all potential adverse impacts. The 
proposed motion below states that benefits do in fact outweigh any and all potential 
adverse impacts. The recommended motion includes a condition. 

 
Staff recommended motion for CUP:  The Plan Commission approves issuance of a 
Conditional Use Permit for construction of an addition to a historic structure on parcel 6-
27-170, finding that the benefits of the use outweigh any potential adverse impacts, and 
that the proposed use is consistent with the required standards and criteria for issuance 
of a CUP set forth in Section 130-104(3)(a) through (e) of the Zoning Ordinance,  subject 
to the following condition: 

1. Any variation from Historic Preservation Commission approved plans including 
exterior materials. Building openings or general building form will require a new 
CUP approval. 
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